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Transit Group Assignment 2

Public transit of the Greater Cleveland Seven County Region presents several unique issues concerning the topic of regionalization.  First, the current organization of the transit agencies within the region does not create the gross duplication of services found in other sectors, thus precluding major cost savings that would result from the regionalization of services.  Second, as stated, the region consists of seven counties, which covers an area of 2,975 square miles.  Only the Metropolitan Transportation Authority of the State of New York, which is an amalgamation of several transit agencies, covers a region larger (5,000 square miles).  Third, and related to the second, the seven transit agencies in the region serve very different customers.  Contrast GCRTA which serves Cuyahoga County, a nearly built out and nearly all urban county, with Geauga County Transit, serving the county of its name, which is nearly all rural and lacks a city with a population over 15,000.  Based on these three issues, we have concluded that the regionalization of the transit agencies alone not only would not result in benefits to the region, but could result in consequences from diseconomies of scale.  We do recommend, however, that the transit agencies within the region collaborate in the purchasing of vehicles, tools, computers, etc. to reap financial savings and that the agencies work together in route planning in mutual service areas to provide enhanced service to customers.  Such methods are akin to the collaboration that already exists between service entities such as school districts buying products/services in bulk and fire and police departments of neighboring communities working together to combat fires and criminal activity.  We do not have dollar amounts that would be 

saved as a result of this regional collaboration.  Such calculations require comprehensive analysis 

by accountants, obviously beyond the scope of this study.  However, it can be estimated that cost savings resulting from buying products/services in bulk would be minimal, below five percent of expenditures.    

As the budgetary data illustrates (see spreadsheet ‘Transit Data’), however, all of the agencies operate at large inefficiencies and only remain in the black through considerable public subsidies.  These inefficiencies result from the autocentric development of Northeast Ohio – most notably low-density, leap frog development and a disconnect between land use and transportation planning.  Public transit suffers either because the population density needed to support it does not exist (to support bus service every 30 minutes, a density of seven housing units per acre is required; to support bus service every 10 minutes, a density of fifteen housing units per acre is required), as in many of the surrounding counties, or, where the density does exist as in many parts of Cuyahoga County, development has occurred in such a manner that does not support transit usage – places of businesses and shopping facilities sporadically dispersed.  The result is low transit ridership – in the year 2000, only 3.51% of the Northeast Ohio workforce commuted via public transportation.  Improvement of such mediocre transit ridership can only occur from a concerted effort by transportation and land use planners.  Therefore, we see the greatest gains of regionalization in terms of transit efficiency resulting from the consolidation of land use and transportation planning (including transit).  However, it must be stressed that the merging of these agencies does not guarantee increased transit efficiency.  The newly created entity must not only have a commitment to improving transit efficiency through land use planning, but also the means to achieve this goal.  In other words, this new agency cannot be all bark and no bite.  Effectiveness of this new agency would require legislation supporting urban growth boundaries, transit oriented developments, minimum density requirements, etc.      

The following is a brief summary of how public transit will be affected by each scenario (for the summaries in which a land use/transportation planning agency is created, it is assumed the agency is committed to increased transit efficiency and has the means to achieve it):

· Scenario 1/Baseline

· No mergers, no cooperation.

· Agencies continue to operate at current levels, with public subsidies keeping them afloat.

· Scenario 2/Cooperation and Tinkering

· Agencies purchase goods/services together in bulk.

· Agencies work together in planning routes, schedules, etc.

· Minimal cost savings result – less than five percent of expenditures.

· Scenario 3/Service Merger

· Scenario 3A: 

· Assumes the merging of land use agencies within each county only, and not the combination of land use planning and transportation planning.  Also, mergers do not cross county lines.

· Not much different than Scenario 2.  Possible increased efficiency resulting from single land use agency per county.  Cooperation between land use and transportation planning agencies may increase.

· Scenario 3B:

· Assumes the merging of land use agencies within each county and the combination of land use planning and transportation planning.  Mergers do not cross county lines.

· Increased efficiency resulting from single land use/transportation planning agency.  Cooperation between counties may increase as a single agency in each county deals with other counties. 

· Scenario 4/Municipal Mergers

· Not much different from Scenario 3B.  Perhaps increased efficiency may result from a single political entity (with the exception within Cuyahoga County) administering land use/transportation planning goals.   

· Scenario 5/Regional Government

· Scenario 5A:

· One step up from Scenario 4.  Again, possible efficiency increase resulting from a unified political entity administering land use/transportation goals.  

· Scenario 5B:

· One step up from Scenario 5A.  Ultimate efficiency possible with one unified political entity administering land use/transportation planning goals.  This scenario also combines the transit agencies into one.  As mentioned above, this could result in scales of diseconomies, especially in terms of service.  Care must be taken that the needs of the consumers from previous agencies are not lost in the shuffle.  However, this will not likely be the case, as the previous discussion concerning a single seven county transit agency did not assume a seven county merger of all agencies/entities.  In other words, in the previous case only the transit agency merged with all other entities remaining the same.  
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The Transit system in the seven county region is served by seven different agencies serving their respective counties, Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority being the largest serving nearly 460 square miles and a population of about 1.5 million. All the transit agencies are regionalized by counties except for GCRTA (that serves more than Cuyahoga County- portions of Lake, Summit, Medina, & Lorain Counties)

It is clear to some extent that there is some inefficiency in the operations of the agencies, especially in low density areas. A per the transit rule the bus service for every 10 minutes require seven units per acre. The population density map and the transit data spreadsheet show that there is a higher concentration of a range of 7 units per acre which is the result of transit serving some low density areas, which concludes that the agencies need a transit oriented approach.

Geauga County that serves about 414 square miles (Close to what GCRTA serves), is actually serving a population of about 90,895. This population is less that 1/10th of what GCRTA is serving and for the same size of area, which increases the cost per passenger. Based on these issues it could be concluded that the regionalization of the transit agencies would result in diseconomies of scale.

There can be different options of regionalizing the transit system in the seven county region. 

Combining two agencies serving the adjacent counties: The Geauga County transit could be merged with PARTA, as they serve counties from the same region (or are adjacent) and also differ in their wealth background. PARTA serves 152, 061 passengers and covers almost the same area as Geauga county. The Operating recovery ratio for both the agencies is a good percentage. Merging the two agencies will save operating cost of an agency, for example if the agencies collaborate in the purchasing of vehicles, technical tools, computers, etc. it can obtain financial savings as it will shun the gross repetition of services. 

Transportation, Transit and Land use as one entity: To have an efficient Transit planning there is a need for Transit Oriented Development. Making the three categories (Transportation, Transit and Land use) work parallel will not only regionalize the seven counties in terms of transit but will also will also restrict any unwanted growth to avoid sprawl. Northeast Ohio Area wide Coordinating Agency (NOACA), Serving Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain and Medina and AMATS serving Portage and Summit counties for the infrastructure planning also spends some amount of their budget on the transit system of these counties. It can be a good approach to regionalize the transit system and the land use with transportation, as it will give a chance to only one authority or agency to do a comprehensive planning for a five county region. This approach can be for individual counties, where the three services form one entity in a county or three services could form one entity for seven counties.

Following is a short breakdown will be considered for the regionalization of transit and how it fits in from scenario two to scenario five.

Scenario one- This scenario shows no mergers. Agencies continue to operate at current levels (discussed above).
Scenario Two - Tinkering: As per the requirement of the class this scenario is to be considered on the local level, but as the transit system is already regionalized the analysis is based on the level where services of the agencies merge.(Agencies serve the current counties/region, but merge for the capital expenditures)

Sharing of capital investments on the margin and cooperative agreements between the agencies will result in a considerable amount of savings. The different transit agencies (seven) will set up the approach of sharing capital investments. The total capital funds for the eight agencies sum up to $5.8 million. The $$ amount saved due to the comprehensive approach in terms of capital investment, could be used for the improvement of the secondary facilities like, transit stop shelters, construction etc. This approach could be done with selected agencies first, for example as mentioned above Geauga and Portage counties that are diversified in terms of wealth and adjacent could share the capital investments and later other agencies can merge. Changes in the revenue would include a regional tax sharing for all the seven counties.

Scenario Three - Service Mergers: This approach is based on joining like minded services. If we consider Regional Transit Authority (serving Cuyahoga & portions of Lake, Summit, Medina, & Lorain Counties) merging with services like (for example Transportation- Infrastructure planning, which will help for a transit oriented design, it will have to merge with NOACA. By doing this we can regionalize different services like transit and transportation but NOACA which is already regionalized on the county level (NOACA serving five counties) will not function well. If this scenario is to be applied for transit which could be merged with transportation and land use it should be done on five county level where transportation, transit and land use will be one entity (discussed later in scenario five). But we can have an approach of transit and land use as one entity within the county. At this level there will be a combined regional tax.

Scenario Four - Municipal Mergers: City of Cleveland and Cuyahoga county merge to form one entity along with nine other entities, out of which transit could be one (Cuyahoga already has GCRTA) of them merged with some other service. There will be 10 taxing entities for Cuyahoga county which will be the source of local funding.

Scenario Five – Regional Government: There are two approaches in this scenario-

A) Seven entities- All Government functions merge to form one entity per county-Transit can work well in this scenario because it is almost regionalized per county- Akron Metro serving Summit County, Geauga County Transit serving Geauga County, Laketran serving Lake County, Medina County Transit Serving Medina County, PARTA serving Portage County, Lorain County Transit serving City of Oberlin, Vermillion, Brownhelm, Avon, Avon Lake, and Sheffield Lake and GCRTA serving Cuyahoga and portions of Lake, Summit, Medina, & Lorain Counties. In this scenario for example if we consider Cuyahoga County it will be served only by GCRTA (which it currently does) that will be a part of the only one entity that serves the county. This approach could function wee, as most of the population GCRTA serves is in Cuyahoga County, provided the state and federal assistance remains the same. Federal assistance is different for different services, for GCRTA for the year 2003 it was more than $ 17 million. The analysis should be based on how it will effect the funding of these services, or will they get comparable funding as they are receiving now when its an individual entity, which is also based on the regional (in this case county) tax.

B) One Entity for seven counties – The concept having transit as a part of one entity that serves all the seven counties.  

In this scenario it will be straightforward for one transit system to do a transit oriented design for a seven county region which will be based on the population density. This will be a good approach in terms of diversity as counties like Cuyahoga that are urban can merge with a rural county like Geauga. Moreover if its just one entity for a seven county region it can plan for transit by considering all the aspects for the seven counties like, land use, finance, transportation, unlike the current situation where land use, transit, transportation and other services are regionalizes on different levels. There will be a considerable amount of savings, as there will be no duplicate services. 

